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INTRODUCTION

It is generally recognized by educators that the educational process

aims not only at providing students with information and skills, but at

influencing attitudes as well. As McDonald (1959) points out:

American schools
to some extent
antecedents only
to develop. (p.

have always attempted to influence attitudes
. . . The modern school differs from its
in the range of attitudes that it attempts
211)

Attempts to modify attitudes have not stopped with the students,

however, but have extended to parents And the community at large (cf.

McDonald, 1959, Chapters 7 and 8); such programs underline the integral

association of attitude change problems with the educational process.

These attempts by the educational system to inculcate or to modify

attitudes, however, have tended to be pragmatic samplings from a number

of fairly well established (or perhaps simply "common sense") principles

for achieving attitude change rather than the systematic application of

principles in such a way that the underlying process involved in attitude

change might be investigated. In itself, this kind of approach is not

open to criticism if its purpose is entirely the practical one of leading

to modification of attitudes -- no matter how it is done. It is open to

criticism if there is a desire to explain its success or lack of success,

since it is not possible to determine which of the variety of techniques

was successful or not, or why the total compaign was effective or not.

The answers to these kinds of questions are more readily found in

an experimental setting than in the field situation. Clearly, for the

purposes of the educational system it is also essential that the validity

of experimental findings be tested in the field. What is discussed here

is a research project aimed in the long run at fulfilling both these needs:

An experimental investigation of certain implications of one particular

theoretical approach to the attitude change process was conducted, and the

results are reported here along with a discussion of their application in

the educational setting. Further work applying these findings to such a

setting remains to be done.



Theoretical Framework of the Research

A theoretical approach to the understanding of behavior in general,

and attitude change in particular which has received much attention in

the research literature in recent yea:,:s is the social judgment theory

vhich stems from Helson's (1964) adaptation level theory and is represented

in Sherif and Hovland's (1961) investigations into the process of attitude

change. A key concept of this framewol-k involves the phenomena of contrast

and assimilation -- contrast resulting in the rejection of the stimulus

(e.g., discrepant attitudinal position), assimilation leading to acceptance

of the stimulus. The research reported here investigated some implications

of the phenomena of contrast and assimilation for facilitating attitude

change.

Related research and statement of the problem. "Put a frog in water,

they say, and heat the water very slowly. Before the frog catches on, he's

cooked.'

As folklore, this saying has widespread, although perhaps humorous,

acceptance. It has, in fact, found its adherants among political educa-

tors, if we are to believe warnings of the "creeping" tactics of extreme

right and left (Church, 1965).

A more formalized statement of this view is found in what will be

termed here "judgmental theory", based on Helson's adaptation level theory

extended to the field of social perception and judgment, and which under-

lies such work as Sherif and Hovland's attitude studies.

The central propositions of adaptation-level (A-L) theory are that

judgments of stimuli (e.g., physical weights, attitudinal objects) are

made in relation to some scale perceived by individuals, and specifically

in relation to the adaptation level, or neutral point, of that scale. The

adaptation level, in turn, is a function of "all stimuli impinging upon the

organism from without and all stimuli affecting behavior from within"

(Nelson, 1964, p. 59). Helson divides all stimuli into three classes:

(1) focal stimuli, (2) background or contextual stimuli, and (3) residual

stimuli. In the experimental setting, the 4'^cal stimulus would be, for

example, the attitudinal position toward which experimental manipulation



is directed; the background stimulus would be the context in which the in-

formation manipulating attitude was presented; and the residual stimuli

would be all other, uncontrolled factors. Adaptation level, then, is a

function of focal, background, and residual stimuli, and A-L theory postulates

that it is against the adaptation level that individuals judge stimuli. Thus,

in judging the attitudinal position of a number of statements, judgment will

depend on the perceived distance of each item from the adaptation level,, or

neutral point. Helson reports several studies which support this application

of A-L theory to the field of social judgment -- e.g., judgments of the

position of a series of attitudinal statements do vary as a function of the

context in which they occur.

In investigating the process of attitude change, the question .posed

by A-L theory is whether changing the judgment of attitudinal items by

varying the context in which they occur will be accompanied by attitude

change. In short, will changing the scale against which attitudinal items

are judged change judges' own attitudinal position? Investigating this

question, of course, requires experimental manipulation of the scale. The

key to this manipulation is provided by the phenomena of contrast and assim-

ilation. As Helson explains:

In social judgments, small differences in items from an in-
dividual's own position are minimized (the assimilation effect),
while larger differences are magnified (the contrast effect).
(Investigator's parenthetical explanations.) (p. 33)

In the attitude change situation, the items referred to are persua-

sive communications which advocate an attitudinal position different from

the individual's own position. Whether attitude change occurs depends

not only on that advocated position but on the perceived discrepancy between

it and one's own position. If the message suggests a position not far from

one's own, it is likely to be assimilated, or seen as quite similar to one's

own position. In this case, attitude change may follow (that is, not only

is the advocated position judged to be similar to one's own, but it is

accepted as one's own). On the other hand, if the advocated position is

very dissimilar from one's own, a contrast effect would tend to occur. That

is, the position would be judged to be highly discrepant from one's own

_3_



position, and it would be rejected. The Implications for creating attitude

change are that messages advocating a position fairly close to one's own

will be more likely to be assimilated and accepted than will messages ad-

vocating a position relatively discrepant from one's own. Studies by

Whittaker (1964) and Freedman (1964) support this view.

Both these studies took into account subjects' existing attitudes, and

presented messages of varying discrepancy from that attitude. The present

study attempted to increase the probability of assimilation, and of attitude

change, by varying the scale against which an advocated attitudinal position

was judged so that a position which actually was moderately or extremely

discrepant from subject's on would be perceived as relatively close to

his own. The rationale behind the procedures used stems from Sherif and

Hovland's (1961) social judgment formulation, a basic concept of which is

the number of attitudinal positions discrepant from one's own which an in-

dividual accepts and rejects. Attitude statements which fall within an

individual's "region of acceptance" are likely to be assimilated, while

statements which pall within an individual's "region of rejection" will be

contrasted. The width of the regions of acceptance and rejection are

considered by Hovland and Sherif to be an index of the degree of involvement

of an individual with a topic,. They have conGiderable evidence that in-

dividuals with narrow regions of acceptance and wide regions of rejection

on a particular issue are more involved with that issue, and reject more

attitudinal positions discrepant from their own. Given two individuals

with similar attitudes, but differing degrees of involvement -- i.e., differ-

ing width of region of acceptance and rejection -- one would expect more

attitude change following a persuasive communication by the less involved

than the more involved. The work of Whittaker (1964) lends support to this

hypothesis.

Regardless of whether one utilizes the identification of degree of

involvement with width of regions of acceptance and rejection, one impli-

cation of the model is that if one can expand the individual's region of

acceptance, assimilation and attitude change toward the discrepant position

will be more likely to occur. One possible procedure for expanding an
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individual's region of acceptance and leading to more attitude change would

be to present a series of persuasive messages, the first of which advocates

a position relatively close to own position and within the region of

acceptance, the second advocatina a position somewhat more discrepant, and

so on until the original region of acceptance has been exceeded and expane,ed,

This step-by-step procedure would not be expected to be successful, however,

if the first message of the series were perceived as discrepant from own

position and were rejected.

The first study reported here investigates this method of step-by-

step persuasion for leading to attitude change, comparing relative degree

of change by Ss for whom discrepancy between own position and that advocated

in the first message of the series, and region of acceptance were varied.

A number of questions about judgment of the messages, the issue used, and

perceived discrepancy of the attitudinal position in the messages also are

included in the study.

A second procedure which follows from the contrast and assimilation

phenomena is to cause a moderately discrepant communication to be judged

closer to own position than it really is by presenting it in contrast to

an even more discrepant message. In the second study, one group of Ss reads

the highly discrepant message first, followed by the moderately discrepant

one, while a second group reads the messages in the reverse order. It is

expected that the group reading the extreme message first will contrast the

subsequent moderate message to that first extreme one, and thus will assimi-

late it toward their own position, but that the group which reads the messages

in the opposite order will contrast the moderate message against their own

position, thus rejecting both the moderate and the extreme messages. The

same questions about judgment cf story, issue, and discrepancy as discussed

above for Study I are 11:3ed in Study II as well.

A third study also is reported here which was not planned originally.

A partial replication of Study I, it grew out of findings of that study and

will be discussed further below.



I.2 1:1110D AND PROCEDURE

The nature of the studies required that a topic for attitudinal manip-

ulation be selected which would allow objective asoPsoment of the range of

attitudinal positions and thus manipulation of the discrepancy between

own attitudes and the attitudinal positions advocated in the persuasive

messages. One method for accomplishing this would be to have a group of

Ss scale a variety of attitude statements, using the Thurstone scaling

procedure (Thurstone and Chave, 1929), then have experimental Ss indicate

tneir own position and regions of acceptance and rejection on this scale,

and have them read messages of selected discrepancies from Ss' own position.

In the present research, an alternative procedure was used. A topic which

provided a built-in objective scale was chosen -- a discussion of a pro-

posed salary scale for a selected group of workers. Further, a group of

workers whose actual salary scale was not known to the Ss who would parti-

cipate in the study was used, thus allowing the investigator to manipulate

Ss' belief about present salary and, thus, manipulate the discrepancy be-

tween alleged present salary and the salary proposed in the first message

of the series.

The senior class at one of the Palo Alto high schools was made available

to participate in Studies I and II. After discussion with high school

counselors, teachers, and students, it was determined that students' aware-

ness of salaries in general was less than accurate, and that knowledge of

the range of pay received by sales clerks was vague. Consequently, messages

prepared as news stories discussing a proposed salary scale for sales clerks

were prepared. The messages reported purported meetings between represent-

atives of sales clerks and management to establish pay guidelines to be used

by large department stores in the Chicago area. The "meetings" were removed

to the Chicago area, with whose salary ranges Palo Altr, students presumably

would be unfamiliar, as a further precaution against Ss' rejecting salaries

discussed as "unreal." Salaries allegedly discussed in the meetings were

varied for the different experimental groups in the two studies.

Manipulation of discrepaaue The discrepancy between Ss' own attitude



and the position advocated in the messages was manipulated by establishing

for Ss in each condition their belief or attitude toward present salaries

for sales clerks. In Study I, the present average hourly salary purportedly

received by sales clerks was varied according to the requirements of the

experimental conditions. All Ss then read the same subsequent communications,

which reported the salary guidelines discussed and advocated in each of four

meetings between clerks and management. In Study II, the purported present

salary -- the baseline or anchor established for Ss -- was the same for all

Ss, and the salaries discussed in the manipulative messages also were the

same, but the order in which the subsequent messages was read varied, thus

varying discrepancy between anchor and salary discussed in the first message

read. The specific anchors and figures in subsequent messages are given

below, where each study is presented separately.

Manipulation of regior_l.ofL3cceptance. One hypothesis to be tested in

Study I is that more attitude change will result (higher salaries will be

advocated) by Ss who read a series of messages, the first of which advocates

a position relatively close to Ss' awn attitude and region of acceptance.

Region of acceptance was defined here not in terms of "involvement," as

Hovland and Sherif have discussed it, but was established in terms of the

range of salaries received by clerks -- the top and bottom salaries paid.

Because the high school students serving in the study were considered to

be gnorant of the actual salaries paid clerks, it was assumed that the

range of salaries established for them would be accepted and would serve

as another reference point, or scale, against which subsequent salary dis-

cussions would be assessed. Region of acceptance as used in this study

may be considered as a range which establishes a scale of what exists,

against which the "reasonableness" or "acceptability" of what is proposed

may be compared. Ranges are given below, when Study I is presented.

Messages. Four messages were prepared for Study I, two of which were

used, with slight modifications, in Study II. These will be'discussed below.

Measures. The main dependent variable, asked after Ss had read all

messages appropriate to their experimental condition was, "What average

hourly wage do you feel should be used by employers as .a basic salary



guideline?" Ss' judgments of the size of the salary increase advocated in

the final message was assessed on a 15-point scale divided into five main

categories defined as "no increase at all," "a very small increase," "a

moderate increase," "a rather large increase" and "a very large increase."

Each of the five categories was further divided into three subcategories,

allowing Ss to express finer degrees of feeling about the size of the in-

crease. Ss also were asked their judgments of the seficiency of the

salary increase and, in a second item, of the present average hourly

salary, again using the 15-point scale. The categories on this scale were

defined as "definitely not enough, "not quite enough," "about right,"

"a little too much," and "definitely too much."

Judgments of the news stories and of sales clerks were obtained on

7-point scales with bipolar adjectives defining the end points only.

Several bipolar adjectives scales were used, but some were mainly to

support the "cover" for the studies set up by the instructions. For judg-

ment of news stories, two adjective pairs were actually analyzed: "factual-

not factual" and "believable-unbelievable." Two adjective pairs were analyzpd

for judgment of sales clerks: "valuable-worthless" and "good-bad." Judg-

ments of "the kind of meetings reported" also were obtained as part of the

cover, but were not analyzed. Students were also asked to indicate whether

they had worked as sales clerks, and if they planned to do so in the future.

Comparison of salaries advocated by Ss who had worked as clerks and those

who had not was intended. The number of Ss who had done so in each condition

was relatively small (as little as 3 out of 19) however, and in only one

condition was the split between Ss who had and had not worked as clerks al-

most even (9 yes, 10 no). A comparison between mean salary advocated by

Ss who had and had not worked as clerks in this one condition found no sig-

nificant difference (t = .776). In all subsequent analyses, "clerk" and

"no clerk" Ss were not considered separately.

Subjects. A total of 245 seniors at one local high school served in

one experimental condition in one of the two studies. Six Ss we_a omitted

for failing to answer the crucial question about what salary they felt clerks

should receive. Nine Ss were omitted for inconsistent responses -- i.e.,



while checking that the present salary was not enough, they still advocated

a salary less than the present salary. One S who advocated an extreme hourly

salary of $10.00 was dropped, as well. This left 19 Ss in the smallest

cell. Nine Ss were randomly deleted from other cells to achieve equal n.

Procedure. Testing for both studies was done at the same time,

during the regular meetings of senior social studies cusses during one

school day. Experimental materials were assembled into booklets appro-

priate for each condition, and these booklets were systematically ordered

and passed out to students so that all conditions were represented at

each class period. The principal investigator read aloud the first page

of the booklets, which gave a brief explanation of the research, purportedly

an investigation of "the public's judgment of news stories and the in-

formation in them." Responses were anonymous, and Ss' careful considera-

tion of the stories and the questions was requested. Ss then were told

to proceed through the booklet at their own speed, sitting quietly when

they finished until everyone had completed the task.

Although a procedure of trimming or of Winsorization (Tukey, 1962)

was considered it was felt that the existence of only one such extreme case

(the next most extreme salary advocated was $7.35, which was the highest
salary advocated by the messages) out of 239 argued more for omitting it

alone. Thanks go to Dr. Kasten Talmadge for his assistance in considering

this statistical point.

-9-



STUDY I

Method

Messages. Four messages were prepared, each one reporting either

the initial or a subsequent meeting between representatives for retail sales

clerks and management officials from major department stores in the metro-

politan Chicago area to discuss salary guidelines. Each story was presented

as a news story with a Chicago, Ill., dateline, and the first message was

dated in early November, the last one in late November. The first story

explained the reason for the purported meetings, gave the present hourly

average salary (the anchor) and the top and bottom salaries (the region cf

acceptance), and cicsed by saying that the committee would attempt to es-

tablish a consensus "which would serve as the salary guideline for all

participating stores." It also stated that a salary figure of $3.75 was

discussed at this first meeting as a possible average to be used as a guide-

line. The difference between the purported present average salary and $3.75

is the manipulated discrepancy, then, between anchor and attitude advocated

in the first message of the series. The three subsequent stories were re-
,

ports cf successive meetings. Each included a brief resume of the reason

for the meetings, repeated the present average wage, and told the figure

proposed as the new average salary. These salary increases were $4.95 in

the second message, $6.15 in the third message, and $7.35 in the fourth and

final message. The last story repeated information which had been contained

in the first three messages, and began: "14. committee of retail sales clerks

and management from Chicago area department stores concluded its discussions

today, going back to the individual stores with a proposal that wages for

sales clerks be raised to an average of $7.35 an hour." These messages did

not actually ask Ss to accept the salaries discussed at each meeting, but

only told them what the figures were.

These particular salary steps were chosen after a pre-test of messages

was given to 96 students at another high school. The pre-test salary range

was from a present salary of $3.25 to a top of $5.50. One purpose of the

pre-test was to select a maximum salary for discussion which would not, by

-10-



itself, cause as much attitude change as the series. The $5.50 top was not

sufficient for this purpose -- Ss reading only one message discussing this

$5.50 average salary advocated salaries as high as did Ss who read a series

of messages leading up to the $5.50. Therefore, for the present study, the

top was extended to $7.35.

The four stories were of different lengths, the first one approximately

260 words, the second, about 182 words, the third, also about 182 words,

and the final message, about 360 words. The messages are shob.1 in Appendix

A, Source of the messages was a "John C. Bates, spokesman for the committee

and a retired personnel manager from one of the department stores," selected

for this study as a neutral source.

Design. The two basic independent variables are discrepancy between

present salary (Anchor) and the $3.75 proposed salary in the first message

of the series and the size of the region of acceptance (Range). Two levels

of each variable were included, high and low discrepancy, and high and low

range. Discrepancy was varied by having half of the Ss told in the initial

message of the series that present salaries are $2.50 an hour, while the

other half were told that present salaries average $3.25 an hour. Since

the first "raise" discussed by the committee was to $3.75 an hour, the

discrepancy is thus larger for the $2.50 anchor Ss than for the $3.25 Ss.

The two ranges between top and bottom salary used were 75 cents and $1.75.

Figure 1 shows this design. The numbers in each cell indicate the average

(underlined), the bottom, and the top salaries. The letters in parentheses

are the designation of each condition.

Anchor

Range

Low

(750)

a
$2.50 2.25 2.50 3.00

High

($1.75)

3.25 3.00 3.25 3.75

(b)

1.75 2.50 3.50

(d)

2.50 3.25 x+.25

Figure 1.



The first advocated raise, $3.75, falls closer to the high than the low

range, although clearly within or at the boundary of the range of conditions

c and d.

Because of the experience in the pre-test that the most extreme message

was by itself just as effective as the series in causing Ss to advocate high

salaries, it was decided to include four control groups to check this point

in the present study, one for each of the main experimental anchor x range

conditions. Ss in each of the control groups read only the last, most ex-

treme message which gave the appropriate present salary and range, and ad-

vocated a salary of $7.35 an hour. There were, then, 3 groups in this study,

with 19 Ss in each.,

Procedure. Ss serving in the "series" conditions read the four messages,

the first of which varied according to anchor and range but was similar for

all conditions in that it reported that representatives discussed a raise

to $3.75 an hour. The subsequent messages discussed raises to $4.95, $6.15,

and $7.35. The Ss in the four "end" conditions read only the message ad-

vocating a salary of $7.35 an hour. This message was written to include

all information which had been presented in the first three messages, except

that it did not report the previous salary figures which had been discussed.

The "present" salary and range was of course given, plus all four anchor-

range combinations were represented. Thus there was a condition 4a, in

which Ss read only the final message advocating a salary of $7.35, and which

reported that the present average hourly salary is $2.50, with a range from

$2.25 to $3.00. Similarly, there were conditions 4b, 4c and 4d, in which

Ss read the $7.35 message and were given the average and range identical

to their corresponding "series" conditions. All Ss then answered questions

about size of the proposed increase to $7.35, the sufficiency of the raise

and of the present salary, what salary they felt clerks should receive, and

other questions about the stories and about clerks.

Results

The question asked Ss which provides the information of greatest in-

terest was, "What average hourly wage do you feel should be used by employers

-12-



as a basic salary guideline?" It was expected that a highly discrepant

position -- here represented by the $7,35 salary advocated in the final

message -- would by itself be contrasted, seen as more discrepant than it

in fact is, and would cause relatively little movement toward that salary.

However, if a series of messages, beginning with a message advocating a

position fairly close to Ss' own position, were presented leading up to the

$7.35 figure, it would he seen as relatively close to own position, and

more movement toward the $7.35 would occur than for Ss reading a series

beginning with a position more discrepant from Ss' own, and certainly more

than in conditions in which only the $7.35 message was read.

A basic condition required to test the relative effectiveness of the

series group is that the $7.35 by itself be contrasted, resulting in little

or no movement toward it. Before considering the salaries advocated by

the Series and End conditions, then, we will investigate the effectiveness

of the experimental manipulation.

Ss' perception of advocated and )resent salaries. Ss were asked to

judge the size of the proposed hourly salary increase to $7.35, on a 15-

point scale. We wish to create conditions such that the $7.35 top will be

contrasted, and more so by Ss in the End conditions than in the Series,

and, in the Series groups, more by Ss who read the series beginning farther

from their own position.

The results of the analysis of variance of the judged size of the

raise, shown in Table 1, show a significant Messages effect (Series-End),

as expected. However, the mean judgments of size, given in Table 2, show

that the increase is judged to be larger by the Series than by the End

conditions, the reverse of our intention. It is obvious that the $7.35

salary is contrasted by both Series and End conditions -- the 12.842 End

mean falls in the category defined as "a rather large increase," and the

13.460 Series mean falls in the scale category defined as "a very large

increase." Why the Series conditions should judge it to be larger than do

the End Ss is not immediately apparent. This unexpected finding of judg-

ment of smaller size of increase by the End conditions now poses the

question of whether the End Ss will actually propose higher salaries for

sales clerks than do the Series Ss.

-13-



Ss also judged the sufficiency of the proposed raise on a 15-point

scale. Since End and Series Ss do differ in the judgment of the size of

the increase, a differential judgment of the sufficiency also could be

expected. None is found, however, as Table 1 indicates. There is a

suggestion of differential anchor effect, however (purported present

salary of $2.50 or of $3.25) on judged sufficiency of the raise. This

suggestion of an anchor effect also was found for judgment of the size of

the raise. It appears that the $2.50 Ss judge the proposed increase to be

somewhat larger, as Table 2 shows, and somewhat more "too much" than do

$3.25 Ss, as shown in Table 3. This difference in the judged sufficiency

of the raise may be accounted for by difference between the Series con-

ditions (collapsing the Range variable) -- $2.50 Ss judge it to be much

more "too much" than do the $3.25 Ss (t = 2.597; d. f. = 144, p

The discrepancy between $2.50 and $7.35 13 in reality larger than that

between $3.25 and $7.35, and the differential judgment of size of raise

could be expected. The differential judgment of the sufficiency of the

raise is of some interest, however, since both $2.0 and $3.25 Ss are given

a top figure of $7.35. Looking at the significant between-anchors effect,

this differential judgment of sufficiency of the salary increase could be

attributed to a contrast with the anchor -- compared to $2.50, $7.35 is

perceived as too big a salary increase, but compared to $3.25, it isn't
seen as quite so bad. However, this main effect is in large part due to

the differential judgmtnts of the two Series conditions -- the $2.50 and
$3.25, as pointed out above. There is not a significant difference in

judged sufficiency of the raise between the two End conditions. Why such

a difference occurs for the Series, but not for the End, condition is not
clear.

It will be recalled that the major hypothesis of the study was that

assimilation of a discrepant position would be facilitated and more attitude

change toward it would result if Ss read a series of messages the first of
which advocated an attitudinal position close to So' own, compared to Ss

who read, series the first of which advocated a position discrepant from
one's own. The key concept of discrepancy thus referred to that between
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Source of Variance

TABLE 1
1

Results of Analyses of Variance of
Judgment of Present and Suggested Salaries

Judged Size of udged Sufficiency Judged Sufficiency
Raise of Raise of Present Salary

MS F MSMS

A. Anchor

B. Messages

C. Range

AB

AC

BC

ABC

Error

10.007

14.533

. 323

. 164

5.532

3.480

1.481

3.430

2.917*

4.237

OM.

1.613
1.014

22.901

2.902

1.480

18.480

.797

.006

2.375

6.319

* p< .10

** p<.07

-*** p {.05

1
A dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.
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9.500

5.158

1.684

5.921

4.448

3.790

.026

5.398

1.760

NIB

1.100



Range

$2.50
Anchor

$3.25

Marginals

Anchor

Ma

TABLE 2
1

Avers e Judgments of Size of
Suggested Salary Increase

Series

Low

(750)

13.580

12.947

13.263

Messages

High

($1.75)

End

Low High

(750) ($1.75)

Aminwomew

13.789 13.526 12.737

13,526 12368 12.737

13.658 13.132 12.553

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 13.684 13,132 13.408

$3.25 13.236 12.553 12.895

ginals 13.460 12.842 l

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

$2.50 13.553 13.263

$3.25 12, 658 13,132

arginals 13.105 13.197

Ratings are on a 15-point scale, 15 = "a very large increase", 1 ="no
increase at all."



Anchor

Anchor

Mar

TABLE 3
1

Average Judgments of Sufficiency
of Suggested Salary Increase

Messages

Series End Marginals

Low High Low

Range (750) ($1.75) (750)
y.

$2.50 13.158 13.053 12.421

High

(4.75)

11.842 12.618

$3.25 11.787 11.4711 11.940 12.158 11.840

Marginals 12.472 12.264

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 13.106 12.132 12.618

$3.25 11.631 12.049 11.840

;finals 12.368 12.090 Mar

12.180 12.000

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low High

(750) ($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 12.790 12.448 12.618

$3.25 11.864 11.816 11.840

;finals 112.327 12.132

'Ratings are on a 15-point scale, 15 = "definitely too much," 1 = "definitely
not enough."



own attitude and the position advocated in the first message. We have

now determined, however, that contrest of the most extreme pouition --

the $7.35 salary -- does not occur differentially for the Series and End

conditions. Any discussion of discrepancy in this study, then, should

prosably be phrased in tee-ins of the difference between the bottom anchor

and the $7.35, ]ather than between the bottom anchor and the salary ad-

vocated in the first message of the series for Series Ss.

It is clear from the results of the analyses of variance of the

"size" and "suCic_ ncy" variables that there is no difference in judgment

as a function of the manipulated Region of Acceptance. We had intended to

use a scale in which the ft 35 figure would be seen as more discrepant, in

the Series conditions, by the low range croups than by the high range.

This is not the case, as the means in Tables 2 and 3 make clear. Thus the

expectation of differential salaries advocated between ranges no longer

stands.

Ss were also asked co judge the sufficiency of the purported present

salary of saleo clerks. The results of the analysis of variance, given

in Table 1, show no main effects or interactions. The mean judgments of

present salary, given in Table 14, show that Ss in all conditions feel

the present salary is "not quite enough." Thus we may expect that all Ss

will advocate some increase in salary, but that any differential increases

would not be a function of different judgments of the sufficiency of the

present salary.

Salaries advocated by subjects. Ss were asked to write down the figure

which they felt was the average hourly wage to be used as a guideline. Given

the finding that Ss in all conditions judged the proposed salary increase

to be a large one, it is possible that Ss do not advocate salaries any higher

than the anchor they were given. This possibility was investigated by

analyzing difference scores -- the difference between the anchor given and



Anchor

Anchor

Mar

Range

TABLE 4 1

Average judgments of Present
Hourly Salary

Messages

Series End Marginals

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

$2.50 4-.94-7 4.526

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

4.632 4.789

$3.25

Marginals

4.737

4.842

4.947 5.158 6.053

4.736 4.895 5.421

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Mssages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 4.736 4.710 4.724

$3.25 4.842 5.605 5.224

;inals 4.789 5.158 Ma

4.724

5.224

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low High

(750) ($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 4.789 4.658 4.724

$3.25 4.947 5.500 5.224

ginals 4.868 5.079

'Ratings are on a 15-point scale, 15 = "definitely too much," 1 = "definitely

not enough."
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Eithe salary advocated by each S -- and subjecting them to t-test. There

are no main effects or interactions when these difference scores are tested

by analysis of variance, as Table 5 shows. Ss in all conditions did ad-

vocate salaries at least $1.13 higher than the anchor, as may be seen in

Table 6, and fort'all conditions, the difference between the salary Ss

advocatAl and the anchor is a significant one. Thus, even though Ss per-

ee:7.-Ted the proposed raise to be very large, this perception did not keep

them from moving toward it -- or at least away from the given anchor -- to

a siLaificant degree.

The actual figures then were subjected to analysis of variance pro-

cedures. Table 5 shows the summary of the results of this analysis. The

only significant main effect is for the Ancaor factor. The means, given

in Table 7 show that the $3.25 Ss advocate a higher salary than do the

$2.50. Using two-tail t-i-st to compare between appropriate cells, it

was found that for the Enu conditions taere are no significant differences.

Among the Series conditions, however, condition c (low range, $3.25 anchor)

advocates a significantly higher salary than does condition a (low range,

$2.50 anchor; t = 1.96, d.f. = 144, p 4:.05). Condition d (high range,

$3.25 anchor) also advocates a higher salary than d(3s condition b (high

range, $2.50 anchor), although this difference only approaches significance

(t = 1.75, d.f. = 144, p C .08).

A method for testing whether a change score differs significantly
from what would be expected by chance was suggested by H. J. Fletcher of
the Department of Psychology, University of Wisconsin. On the assumption
that the obtained error variance is an estimate of the population variance
from which the change scores were drawn, the usual t-test formula becomes:

M-mu

where M represents the obtained mean change, mu is the population mean change,
2s is the obtained error variance estimate, and n is the number of obser-

vations upon which M is based. The null hypothesis in the present situation,
then is that M is drawn from a population of change scores with mu = O. The
estimate of s2 is the error term from the results of the analysis of
variance, with its associated degrees of freedom.



Source of Variance

TABLE 5
1

Summary of An9,1ysesof Variance,
Salary Advocated_ by Subjects

A. Anchor

B. Messages

C. Range

AB

AC

BC

ABC

Error

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

144

Actual Salary Difference Scores Ratio Change

MS F MS MS

13.430 10.260* .999

. 751 - .496

. 751 - 1.232

. 342 - .179

. 065 - .000

. 668 - .484

. 002 - .019

1.309 1.339

N MI

OM

015

.032

. 049

. 012

. 002

.036

. 001

. 066

*p < .01

1
A dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.



TABLE 6 1

Average Difference Between Anchor
and Salary Advocated by Subjects

Messages

Range

Series

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

Low

(750)

$2.50

Anchor

$1.382 $1.295 $1.655

$3.25 1.268 1.221 1.1149

Marginals 1.325 1.258 1.552

Anchor

Ma

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series

1

End Marginals

$2.50 $1.338 $1.516 $1.430

$3.25 1.244 1.290 1.268

ginals 1.291 1.403 Ma

End Marginals

High

($1.75)

$1.387 $1.430

1.132 1.268

1.2(40

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low High

(750) ($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 $1.518 $1.341 $1.430

$3.25 1.358 1.760 1.268

ginals 1.438 1.550

1
A11 mean changes are positive -- i.e., in the direction of the final salary
advocated.



Anchor

Range

TABLE 7

Average Actual Salaries Advocated
by Subjects

Messages

Series End Marginals

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

$2, 50 $3.789 $3.821 $4.155 $3.926 $3.923

$3.25 4.518 4.471 4, 699 4.382 4.518

Marginals 4.154 4.146

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 $3.805 $4.o4o $3.923

$3.25 4.494 4.54o 4.518

ginals 4.150 4.290
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Ma

4.427 4.154

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low

(750)

reign

($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 $3.972 $3.874 $3.923

$3.25 4.609 4.426 4.518

ginals 4.290 4,150



This differential salary advocated may be attributed to the discrepancy

between the anchor and the $7.35 top salary discussed. On the other hand,

it could be attributed to the anchor effect by itself. Since all Ss be-

lieved that present ealaries are not quite enough, as reported above,

presumably they would all advocate a salary somewhat higher than clerks

now receive. If the higher salary advocated by $2.50 Ss was proportionate

to that advocated by $3.25 Ss, we would expect the $3.25 Ss' actual salary

figure to be higher than the $2.50 Ss.

A zloser investigation of this point was made by again examining the

difference scores of all Ss -- the difference between each S's anchor and

the salary he advocated. No significant main effects or interactions were

found. Although the difference for $2.50 Ss appears to be slightly greater

than for $3.25 Ss, as the means in Table 6 show, this is clearly not a sig-

nificant difference.

A second examination of the effect of the discrepancy between anchor

and $7.35 was made by forming a score for each subject which was the ratio

of the difference between his anchor and his advocated salary to the differ-

ence between his anchor and $7.35 -- i.e., the ratio of observed to advocated

"change". Thus for Ss in the $2.50 anchor conditions, the denominator of

this ratio was $7.35 - $2.50; for the Ss in the $3.25 anchor groups, the

denominator was $7.35 - $3.25. The question here is, of the amount of

"change" advocated9 how much change was observed? And is this change

differential?

Again, no significant main effects or interactions were found, as the

summary of the analysis of variance in Table 5 shows. The average ratios,

shown in Table 8 indicate that Ss advocated salaries approximately 30% higher

than the anchor they were given.

The results of these two analyses -- of difference and ratio scores --

indicate that the discrepancy between the bottom anchor and the $7.35 top

makes little difference in the amount of Ss' "movement" toward salary ad-

vocated in the final message. It appears, instead, that the differential

actual salaries advocated by $2.50 and $3.25 conditions may be attributed

to the anchor itself, rather than to the discrepancy between anchor and $7.35.



Anchor

Anchor

Mar

TABLE 8 1

Ratio of "Change" Toward Salary
Discussed in Final Message

Messages

Series End. Marginals

Low

Range (750)

High

($1.75)

Low

(750)

High

($1. 75)

$2.50 . 266 . 267 . 341 . 286 .290

$3.25 . 310 . 298 . 354 . 276 .309

Marginals . 288 . 282

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 .266 .314 .290

$3.25 .304 .315 .309

;finals .285 .314

1The formula for calculating the ratio was:

Salar advocated b S - Anchor
Salary advocated in final message - Anchor,

Observed "Change" from Anchoror
Advocated "Change" from Anchor

.348 . 281

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

LOW

(750)

reign

($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 .304 .276 .290

$3.25 .332 .287 .309

rginals .318 .282
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It should be noted at this point that we have referred throughout this

study to the $2.50 or the $3.25 as the anchor against which subsequent

salaries would be judged. In fact, it is probably the case that the $7.35

tor also serves as an anchor and thus the end points of a scale are defined

for Ss. It is interesting that no matter what the anchors, Ss move about

30% of the length of the scale, and we may speculate what salary would have

been advocated had a higher top anchor been used. The finding that we may

affect the salary advocated by Ss merely by establishing the end points of

their judgmental scale follow those of psychophysical judgments. The im-

plications will be discussed further in the concluding discussion of this

report.

The failure to find a difference in salary advocated between Series

and End conditions also may be noted, since these Ss did differ in their

judgment of the size of the raise to $7.35. Series Ss perceived it to be

larger than did End 3s, and thus one might have expected a difference in

salary Ss advocated.

Ss' judgment of stories and of sales clerks. Ss' judgments of the

stories or story read on two bipolar adjective scales, "believable-un-

believable" and "factual-not factual" were analyzed. The summary of the

analyses of variance of these two scales, given in Table 9, show there

are no significant main effects or interactions. The mean judgments of

"believable-unbelievable", given in Table 10, indicate that as are either

neutral or judge the stories to be slightly believable. Ss also find the

stories to be slightly factual, as the means in Table 11 show. Thus while

there is no evidence fcr overwhelmingly positive judgments of the stories,

neither is there any suggestion of a negative evaluation. This finding of

slightly positive, as opposed to negative, judgment of the stories is in

line with the "change" exhibited in all conditions toward the $7.35 salary

advocated in the final message.

Ss also judged "sales clerks" on the bipolar adjective scales "valuable-

worthless," and "good-bad." There is no difference in judgment of "valuable-

worthless," as the summary of the analysis of variance given in Table 12

shows. Mean judgments, given in Table 13, indicate that Ss in all conditions
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1
TABLE 9

Results of Analyses of Variance
of Judgment of Stories

Source of Variance df

A. Anchor 1

B. Series 1

C. Range 1

AB 1

AC 1

BC 1

ABC 1

Error 144

"Believable"

MS

"Factual"

MS

1.684

.105

5.921

.237

2.631

.421

.027

4.381

1.352

1=111

1.290

.948

.105

3.789

.421

7.605

.237

3.633

1=111

1.043

1=111

2.093

1=111

lA dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.



TABLE 10
1

Average Judgments of Story:
"Believable"

Messages

Range

Series End

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

Low

(750)

$2.50
Anchor

4.316 3.570 4.368

$3.25 4.368 4.105 4.210

Marginals 4,342 3.842 4.289

Anchor

Ma

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 3.947 4.079 4.011

$3.25 4.237 4.210 4.223

ginals 4.092 4.145 M r

Marginals

High

($1.75)

3.789

4.210

4.°11

4.223

4.000

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low High

(750 ($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 4.342 3.684 4.011

$3.25 4.289 4.158 4.223

;finals 4.316 3.921

1Ratings are on a 7-point kale, 1 = very believable, 7 = very unbelievable,
4 = neutral.



TABLE 11
1

Average Judgment of Story:
"Factual"

Messages

Range

Series

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

$2.50
Anchor

3.316 3.632

$3.25 3.000 3.684

Marginals 3.158 3.658

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

End Marginals

Low High

(750) ($1.75)

k

1

Series End Marginals

$2.50 3.474 3.000 3.237

$3.25 3.342 3.500 3.421

ginals 3.408 3.250

3.211 2.789 3.237

3.684 3.316

Ma

3.421

3.447 3.053

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Law High

(750 ($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 3.263 3.211 3.237

$3.25 3.342 3.500 3.421

ginals 3.303 3.355

'Ratings are on a 7-point scale, 1 = very factual, 7 = very unfactaal,
4 = neutral.



TABLE 12
1

Results of Analyses of Variance of
Judgment of "Sales Clerks"

Source of Variance df

"Valuable"

MS F

"Good"

MS F

A. Anchor 1 .237 .006

B. Messages 1 .237 2.901 2.077
C. Range 1 .027 .006

AB 1 .658 6.323 4.526*

AC 1 .236 2.902 2.077

BC 1 .026 .165

ABC 1 3.185 2.068 9.006 6.447*
Error 144 1.540 1.397

1
A dash in the F column indicates the F-ratio is less than 1.

*p 4:.05



Anchor

Anchor

Ma

Range

$2.50

$3.25

TABLE 33
1

Average Judgments of "Sales Clerks":
"Valuable"

Messages

Series End

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

Low

(750)

HiGh

($1.75)

2.158 2.526 2.368 2.211

2.316 1.947 2.211 2.471+

Marginals 2.237 2.237

Anchor x Messages Margirals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 2.342 2.289 2.316

$3.25 2.132 2.342 2.236

'ginals 2.236 2.316 Ma

2.289 2.342

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low

(750)

High

,41.75) Marginals

$2.50 2.263 2.368 2.316

$3.25 2.263 2.211 2.236

ginals 2.263 2.289

Ratings are on a 7-point scale, 1 = very valuable, 7 = very worthless,
4 = neutral.
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TABLE 141

Average Judgments of "Sales Clerks":
"Good"

I

Messages

Rae

Series End Marginals

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

Low

(750)

High

($1.75)

$2.50
Anchor

3.053 3.737 2.789 2.632 3.053

$3.25 3.421 2.579 3.000 3.263 3.066

Marginals 3.237 3.158 2.895 2.947

Anchor

Ma

Anchor x Messages Marginals

Messages

Series End Marginals

$2.50 3.395 2.711 3.053

$3.25 3.000 3.132 3.066

ginals 3.197 2.921 Ma

Anchor x Range Marginals

Range

Low

(750)

High

($1.75) Marginals

$2.50 2.921 3.184 3.053

$3.25 3.210 2.921 3.066

ginals 3.066 3.053

1Ratings are on a 7-point scale, 1 = very good, 7 = very bad,
4 = neutral.



STUDY II

This study investigates the effectiveness for facilitating attitude

change of a second procedure for increasing the likelihood that a moderately

discrepant position will be assimilated, rather than contrasted. It was

hypothesized that a moderately discrepant attitudinal position would be

seen as closer to S's own position if it were presented in such a way that

the moderate position would be contrasted to a highly discrepant position,

rather than to cue's own position. The procedure used was to prepare two

messages, one discussing a moderately discrepant position, the other dis-

cussing a more discrepant position. In one condition, Ss would read the

most discrepant message first, presumably contrasting it, and then the more

moderate message. We expect that the moderate position, in contrast to the

more discrepant message, will be perceived as less discrepant than it is, and

will be assimilated toward S's own position. In a second condition, the

messages are presented in the reverse order -- the moderately discrepant

followed by the highly discrepant. It is expected here that the moderately

discrepant message by itself will be contrasted to own position, as will

the subsequent more discrepant message, and little or no movement toward

these discrepant positions will be found.

Messages. Two of the messages from Study I were used in this study,

the first and last, and the salaries reportedly discussed were $7.35, and

$6.15. For the purposes of this study, present salary and range received

by sales clerks was held constant. To enhance the discrepancy between the

anchor and range and the salaries advocated in the messages, the $2.50, low

range (75 cents-42.25 - $3.00) anchor was selected.

ei2121110 Two experimental conditions were created, one of which re-

ceived the messages in the most discrepant ($7.35) - moderately discrepant

($6.15) order, and the other of which received the messages in the reverse

order. The wording of the two messages was identical except that the salary

figure reportedly discussed at each meeting was varied. A control group

which read only the final message advocating a raise to $6.15 was added.

The $7.35 group from Study I served as this control in this study as well.

There are thus four conditions, with 19 Ss in each.
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Procedure. Ss first read the one or two messages given them appro-

priate to the condition in which they were serving, and then completed the

same questions as answered by Ss in Study I. When asked their judgment of

the size and sufficiency of the raise, the figure used in the questions

was that salary advocated in the final (or only) message read. Thus $7.35-

$6.15 Ss judged the size of an increase L;o $6.15, while $6.1547.35 Ss

judged the increase to $7.35.

Results

As in Study I, a necessary condition to test the hypothesis was that

the salary selected as discrepant would be perceived as such and contrasted.

We would expect, here, that the $6.15-only condition would contrast the

increase and perceive it to be larger than would the $7.35-$6.15 condition.

A difference would not necessarily occur between the $7.35-only and $6.15-

$7.35 conditions in judging the size of the raise to $7.35. Examination

of Ss' judgments of the size and sufficiency of the salary increase will

indicate whether this is in fact the case.

Ss' perception of advocated and present salaries. As Table 15 shows,

that, as expected, there is not a significant main effect for the messages

(Series-End) variable, in judgment of size of the raise. The mean judg-

ments of the size also show that all corraitions find it to be a large one.

However, comparing between the relevant cell means, the expected difference

between the $7.35-$6.15 and $6.15-only conditions is not found. Neither is

there a difference between the $6.1547.35 and $7.35-only conditions, but

this is not unexpected.

There is, however, a significant difference in the judgment of the

size of the increase as a function of the final salary advocated in the

messages. Ss told the final salary was $7.35 judge the increase to be

larger than do Ss told the final salay was $6.15. Comparing between cells,

we see that this difference is not a significant one when comparing between

the two Series conditions, although the $6.1547.35 tends to judge the in-

crease to be larger than do the $7.35-$6015 Ss. There is a significant

difference between the two End groups -- the $7.35-only condition judges

the raise to be larger than do the $6.15 Ss. This would not be particularly
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unexpected if both End groups also judged the increase to be larger than do

the Series conditions -- if they had contrasted the single discrepant messages

as intended. This was not the case, however, and in fact the $6.15 con-

dition judges the increase to be "least large" of the four conditions, al-

though this is not a significant difference in all cases. Clearly, when

compared to the present salary of $2.50 an hour, the $6.15 salary by itself

is not perceived to be as discrepant as the manipulation required and intended.

Looking at the judgments of the sufficiency of the raise, also shown

in Table 15, we find again a significant difference as a function of final

salary advocated -- $7.35 Ss judge it to be more "too much" than do $6.15

Ss. Colr7aring between cell means, only the comparison between $7.35-$6.15

and $6..1.547.35 conditions is significant, the $6.15-$7.35 group judging

it to be more "too much" than do Ss in the reverse condition. These findings

only seem to underline the indications that the perceptions are based on

the scale which was established for Ss by the salary scales given them,

whether or not the series or end messages were read.

Ss also judge the sufficiency of the present salary. Since all Ss

were given the same anchor, we would not expect any differences between

conditions, and there is none, as Table 15 shows.

Salaries advocated by subjects. Despite the fact that the differential

judgments by Series and End groups of the extremity of scale required was

not found, it is still worthwhile to investigate whether different salaries

were proposed by Ss as a function of the Messages Read (Series-End) and Final

Salary Advocated ($6.15 or $7.35) variables. As in Study I, the dependent

variabl(, here is the response to the question, "What average hourly wage

do you feel should be used by employers as a basic salary guideline?"

The analysis of the actual mean salaries advocated are given in Table

16, as is the analysis of difference scores -- the difference between the

anchor and the salary advocated by Ss. (All differences are significantly

different from zero.)

While the analysis of actual salaries proposed finds no significant

main ef_ects, a significant interaction between Final Salary Advocated

and Messages Read was found. The largest salaries are advocated by the

$7.35-only and the $7.35-$6.15 groups, the smallest by the $6.15-only and

-37-
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$6.15$7.35 conditions. Only the comparison between $6.15-only and $7.35-

$6.15; and between $6.15-only and $7.35-only are significant, however (for

the first comparison, t = 2.087, d.f. = 72, p<:.05; for the second, t =

2.401, d.f. = 72, p G .05).

The main hypothesis originally posed for this study was that the

$7.3546.15 condition would tend to assimilate the $6.15 position, and would

change more toward it than would the $6.15 condition. This is the finding.

It is difficult to attribute this to contrast and assimilation phenomena,

however, since the $7.35-only condition also changes more than does the $6.15.

Furthermore, as reported above, the $6.15-only condition judges the raise to

be "less large" than do the other conditions. Some other explanation there-

fore must be found.

The results of Study I suggest that discrepancy between the bottom and

top anchors does not adequately account for salaries advocated by Ss, and

one implication of the findings was that merely establishing the scale --

the top and bottom of the salary scale -- leads to differential salaries

advocated by Ss. Study II allows us to investigate this question further.

As in Study I, a score, was formed for each subject by calculating the

ratio of his "change" (the difference between anchor and the salary he

proposed) to the advocated "change" (the difference between the anchor and

the salary advocated in the final message). For Ss who read the last message

proposing a $6.15 average wage, the denominator thus was $6.15 - $2.50, while

for the other conditions, the denominator was $7.35 - $2.50. The question

posed is, of the total distance proposed, how far did Ss "move"?

A significant interaction was found, as Table 16 shows. As in the

analysis of actual and difference scores, the greatest "change" is exhibited

by the $7.35-only and the $7.3546.15 conditions. The $7.35-$6.15 group

moved significantly more than did the $6.15-only condition -- 42% of the

way vo, 22% (t =2.426, d. f. = 72, pc:.01). There is also a suggestion that

the $7.3546.15 group moved proportionately farther than did the $6.15-

$7.35 group, but this difference only approaches significance (t = 1.736,

d.f. = 72, 1304.08).

A particularly interesting finding here is the comparatively small

salary advocated by the $6.15-only condition, whether comparisons are of

-39-



actual salry figure, difference scores, or ratio scores, and the further

indication that the three other conditions are similar in the salaries they

advocate. The possibility that the discrepancy between anchor and final

salary advocated could account for this must be ruled out, since the $7.35-

$6.15 condition advocated a significantly higher salary than did the $6.15 -

only condition but the discrepancy is the same for-both these conditions.

The most striking distinction between the $6.15-only condition and the

other three is that it is the only group which never received any indication

that a $7.35 salary had been considered. Even though the $7.35-$6.15 condi-

tion was told that the committee was proposing $6.15 as the average salary,

they knew that a higher salary had been discussed and even agreed upon at

one meeting. For these Ss, as for the other two groups who had read a

message discussing the $7.35 salary, a scale ranging from $2.50 to $7.35

may have been established. One implication we may tentatively draw from

the data is that it is this scale against which Ss judge what salary clerks

should receive, rather than using the salary advocated in the final message

as the anchor against which to determine salary, at least in the situation

where the upper limit of the scale (here the $7.35) is not of itself re-

jected.

This possibility was investigated further by examining just the three

conditions in which a $2.50 to $7.35 scale could be used.. Ratio scores

were formed using this discrepancy as the denominator and, as before, the

difference between the $2.50 anchor and the salary advocated by S as the

numerator. The results, shown in Table 17, certainly fit in with the

reasoning that Ss are using the full scale given, even though for the $7.35-

$6.15 condition the full scale is not proposed, in determining what salary

they think clerks should receive. There is no significant between-graup

difference, the groups advocating salaries approximately 30% above the bottom

of the ale.

Ss' judEiments of the stories and of sales clerks. Ss' judgment of the

"be_levability" and the "factualness" of the stories or story they had read

were made on two 7-point scales, the end points defined as "believable-

unbelievable" and "factual-not factual". Table 18 shows a significant dif-

ference in judged "believableness" as a function of the final salary advocated,



TABLE 171

Analysis of Ratio Scores of Conditions
with $2.50-$7.35 Scale

Source of Variance

Groups

Error

df

2

MS

.016

.052

MEANS

6 1 6.1
.283 .319 .341

1A dash in the F column indicates the F-ratio is less than 1.



Source of Variance

Final Salary Advocated

Messages Read

Interaction

Error

TABLE 18 1

Judgment of Stories

"Believable"

MS

1

1

1

72

19.000

2.579

.052

L.415

4.303*

=11

"Factual"

NS

1.066

1.593

2.223

3.655

1
A dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.

*p < .05

Final
Salary
Advocated

Mar

MEAN JUDGMENTS

"Believable"1

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$6.15 3.737 3.421 3.579

$7.35 4.789 4.368 4.579

,finals 4.263 3.895 Mar

"Factual"1

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$6.15 3.737 3.105 3.421

$7.35 3.158 3.211 3.184

inals 3.447 3.158

Responses are on a 7-poil,t scale, 1 = most believable
most unbelievable (or most unfactual).
None of the appropriate between-condition comparisons

(or not factual), 7 =

is significant.



but no difference in judged "factualness." In judging the story on the

"believable-unbelievable" scale, Ss tend toward neutrality, but $7.35 Ss

judge them somewhat less believable than do the $6.15 Ss. Although this

Is a significant main effect, it obviously did not cause the $7.35 Ss to

advocate any lower salaries for clerks than did $6.15 Ss. Ss in all con-

ditions rate the stories to be somewhat factual.

Ss in all conditions judge sales c'J,rks to be valuable and good, as

Table 19 indicates. There is a significant "messages real" effect, Series

conditions judging clerks to be more valuable than do End conditions. Why

this should be so is not clear. A check of the ratings by Ss who had and

Ss who had not worked as sales clerks showed no difference between them in

judgment of clerks, and this possible explanation may be -ruled out.



TABLE 19
1

Judgment of "Sales Clerks"

Source of Variance

Final Salary Advocated

Messaces Read

Interaction

Error

df

1

1

1

72

MS

.842

5.264

0.000

1.341

"Valuable"

F

3.925*

0.000

MS

.013

.645

1.592

1.788

"Good"

4/0

,=41=

1.

A dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.

*p< .06

Final
Salary
Advocated

Mar

MEAN JUDGMENTS
2

"Valuable" "Good"

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$6.15 2.053 2.579 2.316

$7.35 1.842 2.368 2.105

,inals 1.947 2.474 ]

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$6.15 2.947 3.053 3.000

$7.35 3.263

rginals 3.105

2.789
ii

2.921

2Responses are on a 7-point scale, 1 = most valuable (or good), 7 = most
worthless (or bad), 4 = neutral.

3.026



STUDY III

The top salary used in the previous studies was not contrasted dif-

ferentially by Series and End conditions, and did not cause any Ss to re-

ject it in the sense of failing to move toward that final salary figure

when asked what salary they felt clerks should receive. It was therefore

not possible to test the iy2ocedures for increasing the assimilation of

and attitude change toward the discrepant position. It was then decided

to try to find a group of Ss who would be more likely to reject the ex-

treme salary proposed, and determine whether there then was any difference

in the salaries advocated as a function of the method of prescating the

information. Believing that adults who had pro 'ably worked at [Ione

occupation would be more realistic than would high school students, adults

enrolled in business courses in a local evening adult school program were

asked to participate in this third study.

Because of time considerations, a replication of only Study I was

done, and this only a partial one. The two anchor salaries of $2.50 and

$3.25 formed the Anchor variable, as before, and the Series-End conditions

also were included. The same "high range" ($1.75) information was given

to all Ss, however, a range of from $1.75 to $3.50 and from $2.50 to $4.25

perhaps appearing more believable to adults than the smaller ranges. The

procedure for testing was the same as already described for Study I, except

that testing was done in four different evening classes in an attempt to

obtain a fairly large number of subjects. Unfortunately, because of ab-

sences and failure of several adults present to answer all questions, only

36 questionnaires were available for analysis, 9 Ss per cell.

Results

The findings can be quickly stated. First, as Table 20 shows, the

raise was judged to be "a very large increase" and "definitely too much"

by Ss in all conditions. There was no difference as a function of anchor

or messages read. All conditions also judged the present salary as "not

quite enough."
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The mean judgments of the size and sufficiency of the raise are some-

what more extreme than are those of students, although the differences may

not be significant ones. judgments of the sufficiency of the present

salary tend more toward neutrality for the adults than was the case for

students, although again this may not be statistically significant. It is

interesting to note that even among the adults there is no difference be-

tween those told the present salary is $2.50 and those told it is $3.25 in

its judged sufficiency. No condition judges the given salary as "about

right" or "too much." It would be expected, then, that salaries somewhat

higher than the anchors would be advocated by the adults.

Although the mean salaries advocated, shown in Table 21, are higher

than the anchors given, the difference between the anchor and salary ad-

vocated is significant in only one condition, the $6.15-only one, where

an average increase of 86 cents above the anchor was advocated (t = 2.016,

d.f. = 32, p<.06). There are also no significant main effects or in-

teractions when the actual salary figures advocated by Ss and the ratio

of movement scores are analyzed. The mean ratio scores shown in Table 21

are considerably smaller than those found in the two previous studies.

It appears that we are able to manipulate level of present salaries

for adult groups (indicated by the lack of difference between conditions

in judged sufficiency of present salary), and that adults do not differ

significantly from students in their judgment of the size of the proposed

salary increase. Despite this, the consequences of these judgments are

quite different for adults than they are for students.

Examination of adults' ratings of the stories hints at an explanation.

While in Studies I and II no condition mean judgment of the stories was

negative, Table 22 shows that the $3.25 anchor groups judge the stories to

be "unbelievable." The $2.50 Ss, on the other hand, rate them on the

"believable" side of the scale, a significantly different judgment from

that of the $3.25 Ss. Actually, only the $6.15-only condition rates the

story somewhat believable, and it is this group which advocates a salary

significantly higher than the anchor salary. The $7.35-only condition
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Source o Variance

Anchor

Messages Read

Interaction

Error

TABLE 221

Judgment of Stories

df

1

1

1

32

"Believable"

MS

17.361 4.026*

3.361

2.250

4.312

"Factual"

MS

4.694

1.361

8.028 1.659

4.840

NO

1.

A dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.

*prw.06

Anchor

Mar

MEAN JUDGIENTS

"Believablei

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$2.50 4.333 3.222 3.778

$3.25 5.222 5.111 5.167

;finals 4.778 4.167 Mar

"Factual"1

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$2.50 3.889 3.333 3.611

$3.25 3.667 5.000 4.333

finals 3.778 4.167

Responses are on a 7-point scale, 1 = most believable (or not factual), 7 = most
unbelievable (or most unfactual).



rates the story as somewhat unfactual, and the salaries advocated by this

group are the lowest, in terms of difference from the anchor or ratio of

change.

These between-cell differences are, unfortunately, not significantly

different, and the discussion above is intended to be only speculative.

It is reasonable, of course, that Ss who doubt the "believableness" of the

stories will be little affected by them, but whether this explanation is

adequate cannot be determined here.

Finally, adult Ss'judgment of sales clerks, shown in Table 23, indicate

that they do judge clerks to be "valuable" and "good." The interaction for

"valuable" may be attributed to the Series-$3.25 cell, in which one subject

rated clerks as extremely bad. With such a small n, this extreme judgment

of course affects the average considerably.



TABLE 231

Judgment of "Sales Clerks"

Source of Variance df

"Valuable"

MS F

"Good"

MS F

Anchor

Messages Read

Interaction

Error

1

1

32

1.000

4.000

7.112

1.326

AEI

3.017

5.363*

.250

.694

.028

1.493

111.

AEI

1
A dash in the F column indicates an F-ratio less than 1.

*p <=.05

Anchor

Mar

MEAN JUDGMENTS
2

"Valuable"

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$2.50 1.333 1.556 1.444

$3.25 2.556 1.000 1.778

;finals 1.944 1.278 1 r

"Good"

Messages Read

Series End Marginals

$2.50 2.778 2.556 2.667

$3.25 3.000 2.667 2.833

;finals 2.889 2.611

-Responses are on a 7-point scale, 1 = most valuable (or good), 7 = most worthless

(or bad), 4 = neutral.



DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of the studies reported here was to investigate

the hypothesis, derived from adaptation-level theory (Nelson, 1964) and

the social judgment formulation of Sherif and Hovland (1961), that changing

the scale against which Ss judge an attitudinal position could change Ss'

own attitude as well. Strong support for this hypothesis was found in two

studies in which high school students participated -- proportionate "change"

from the bottom anchor of the scale was found, regardless of what that

anchor was, the net result being that Ss receiving a higher bottom anchor

advocate higher salaries for clerks than do Ss receiving a lower anchor.

This advocacy of salaries above the anchor given cannot be explained,

as had been anticipated, as a function of contrast and assimilation effects,

however. In fact, the two procedures for heightening assimilation of a

discrepant position which were to be tested in these studiet, could not in

fact be tested because differential contrast of a highly discrepant posi-

tion -- the $7.35 top anchor -- was not established. Neither do the data

support an interpretation that discrepancy between the top and bottom

anchors may account for the findings, since Ss in the first two studies

advocate salaries for clerks which are proportionately the same, when the

same top anchor is given ($7.35). When a lower top anchor is given, how-

ever (the $6.15-only condition in Study II), proportionately less "movement"

is shown, compared to the condition in which discrepancy is the same (the

$7.3546.15 condition). The end points of the scale therefore seem to be

the factor determining what salary Ss advocate.

The issue for experimental manipulation in these studies -- proposed

salary increases for sales clerks -- was selected because of the unfamil-

iarity of high school students with it, thus presumably allowing us to es-

tablish for Ss the variables under examination. These were the discrepancy

between "own attitude", defined by the present salary Ss were told that

clerks now receive, and the salary advocated in the first of a series of

messages read by Ss; and "region of acceptance", defined as the range be-

tween top and bottom salaries clerks now receive.



The finding that Ss do not differ in their judgment of the sufficiency

of the present salary or of the "factualness" of the stories, regardless of

whether they were told it was an average of $2.50 or $3.25 an hour, suggest

that the establishment of the "own attitude" was successful. The problem,

as far as allowing a test of the experimental hypothesis is concerned,

arose because all Ss contrasted the top anchor, judging the salary increase

to be a large one, regardless of whether they read only the most extreme

message or a series of messages leading up to it, In the first study, it

was intended that the "step-by-step" procedure of gradually working toward

tLe extreme position by having Ss read a series of increasingly discrepant

messages should cause Ss to assimilate the final position, or at least con-

trast it less than the Ss who read only the final message. Instead, just

the opposite effect was found -- Series Ss judged the raise to $7.35 to be

a larger one than did End Ss. A corresponding reduction in the proportionate

difference between anchor and salary Ss advocated did not occur, however.

Neither did the fact that all Ss judged the raise to be a large one result

in failure to advocate higher salaries than clerks now receive.

It may be that on issues with which Ss are relatively unfamiliar,

a scale against which Ss judge attitudinal positions, and which determines

Ss own attitudes, may be established very easily, not through any laborious

step-by-step procedure or one designed to cause assimilation of a moderate

position by contrast with a discrepant one, but merely by telling Ss what

the end points of the scale are, For those who prefer to think of us as

rational beings basing our opinions and attitudes on facts, this sugges-

tion of the manipulability of attitudes by such a simple method is distaste-

ful and quite frightening. In a sense, of course, Ss were using "facts"

as a basis for their proposed salaries -- the facts being the end points

of the salary scale. The trouble is that these facts are not correct.

The findings of the third study, in which adults served, indicate that

Ss who are familiar with an issue -- perhaps more aware of the reality of

the situation presented -- will not be swayed by establishing different

reference scales. Salaries advocated by adults were only slightly higher

than the anchors given, and there was no significant difference between



conlitions in the actual oalary advocated, either as a: 1 unction of Anchor

( L.50 or $3.25) or Messages Road (Series-End). The data sumest fiat

adults judged the $7.35 top salary to be muff, discrepant than did oLuderli,

So, and, that they find the otoriJs less believable than did students.

When one ha information or 1Tnowledge about, Lt topic, then, one may use his

own anchors f02 judging items and for selecting his own belief or a'btU6ude

position, rather than anchors provided him.

A study by Dillehay (1965) provides some support for to notion,

although he does not interpret his data in this way. He found that in

judging the favorableneos of the position expressed in a corwaunication

about fluoridation, nurses who were in a poLation to know the facts about

fluoridation were more realistic than were non-nurses, even thous the

attitudes of both Croups toward fluoridation were the same, (Dillehay

pared these judgments with the mean judgment of a sample .f non - nurses with

a range of attitudes toward fluoridation. The mean judgment of the non-

nurses is taken as "a reflection of the consensus placement of the communi-

cation" (p. 639) by Dillchay, and may be considered as "reality" in our

discussion here.) Dillehay interprets this finding from a dissonance

theory viewpoint -- less dissonance should result from readinc, a discrepant

position if one has cognitive support for one's own position, and therefore

perceptual distortion of that discrepant position would be unnecessary.

It seem as likely that the more realistic judgment of the position of the

communication by nurses than by non-nurses could just as well be explained

as a reflection of their gre4 ter knowledge or awareness of the range of

opinions about fluoridation which exist, and thus their more accurate

placement of the comrunicati n on the scale of possible opinions. In other

words, they were using a wider reference scale against which to judge the

position of the communication than were the non-nurses.

In the third study reported here, a similar explanation of the findings

is possible. The failure to advocate salaries higher than the anchor (except

in one condition) may reflect the use of a more realistic, or at least a
different, scale than the one provided in the messages.

A theoretical approach which would lead to the expectation of such a

-54-

Is

ii



finding is proposed by Upshavl (1962, 1965) and discus ed further by ()arm,

(1966) . Termed a "vaable perspective" or simply "perspective" theory,

it stems from a paper by Vollmann (1951), who proposes that "perspective

Is the range of stimuli which the judge takes into account when performi%g

an absolute judgment task. The defining slimuli of this range are the end

stirr''' (Ostrom, p. 136). Upshaw proposes that in judging series of

attitudinal statements, the most extreme statements anchor the ends of the

scale -- the most pro and con anchors, and establish the perspective of the

0 for judging the position of all other statements falling between the

anchors. Upshaw also discusses the relative effect, which his study found,

of whether one19 own attitude falls within the range provided .r not, on

the judgment of the position of attitudinal statements.

Applied to the judgmental task of equal-appearing intervals, the
variable series interpretation assumes, in effect, that the own
attitudes of judges are an extrane us variable which acquii,,
importance only when the item series is such that the positions
f some judges are outside it. A reference scale, defined by

end anchors corresponding to the most pro and anti items, is
inherent in the series. If a judge has an .wn position that is
outside the scale implied by the series, he does not adopt that
scale. Instead, he Adopts one that is defined by his own posi-
tion serving as an end anchor at the aborted end of the continuum
(i.e., the end of the scale which does not extend far enough to
include own attitude. Investigators explanation.) (Upshaw,
19o2, p. 95).

S

In the studies conducted and reported here, it is quite likely that

high school students used the scale provided them as their perspective,

while adults did not, their "own attitude" lying below the scale provided,

or at least their idea of a realistic top anchor being less than the $7.35

provided by the messages, thus attenuating the magnitude of their responses.

Further research is of course required to provide any direct evidence that

this explanation holds for the present studies.

One further finding is worthy of note, the fact that in Study I, Ss

who had read a series of messages leading up to the extreme $7.35 anchor

judged the salary increase to be larger than did Ss who read only the final

message, which gave the present salary anchor and the proposed increase to

$7.35. It would appear that the more categories a scale is divided into,



the "longelm the distance between the enis of the scale is juOged to be.

A pLwer by Berkowitz (1960) discusses a number of studies which investigate

the consequences of the broadening of judgmental cate6'oriee, on "psycholo-

t;leal distance" -- in the present studies, the judged distance between anchors.

Berkowitz indicates that broader outegories reduce the psylological

distance between a standard edid the evaluated stimuli, and, as a consequence,

we the judgmental contra t (from the reverse point of view, strengthen

an assimilation effect). If this were the case, we would expect that the

Ss who read only the End message and judged it less large than did Series

Ss would move more toward the $7.35 anchor than do the Series Ss, but in

fact there Is .1c) significant difference in salary advocated between Ss as

a function of Messages Read (Series-End). This could be because the

differential judgments .f size of the raise are not great enough to lead

to different advocated salaries, rather than because perceived psychological

distance as a function of width and number of categories is not a valid

predictor of varying contrast and assimilation effects. A study in which

greater differences in discrepancy were perceived by Ss is required to in-

vestigate this point further. The significance of finding that per:eived

psychological distance may be manipulated by providing more or fewer cate-

gories of judgment for Ss to use, and that manipulating psychological

distance would be followed by contrast or assimilation and attitude change

is apparent.

In summary, although the studies were not able to investigate the pro-

cedures designed to heighten assimilation and change toward a discrepant

attitudinal position, the findings do support the hypothesis that changing

the reference scale against which Ss judge the discrepant position leads

to differential attitudes expressed by Ss themselves. A number of rtudies

have shown that judgments of the position of attitudinal items are affected

by the context in which they are presented (Upshaw, 1962, 1965; Ostrom,

1966; Atkins, 1966; Sherif and Hovland, 1961). The present studies indicate

that expressed attitudes of Ss are also affected by the context of anchors

establishing a reference scale. Further research is required to investigate

the generality of this finding to other situations.



Olfiificance of the Findinujor Education

GUIren that educatim, in the sense of 'he transmittal of inf nation,

at'eitudes, feelings, etc. , is assumed to occur through a process cf ac-

qr3ition of facts and the reasoned integraUon of, facts to form attitudes,

beliefs, and opinions, the results of these studies are disquieting. The

implication is that one may acquire information and attitudes through quite

unreasomd processes, merely as a function of the range of information or

opinions to which one is exposed. It should be remembered that the messages

used in these studies did not ask Ss to change their attitudes away from

the anchor. They merely reported that various salaries had been discussed,

and that one particular salary had been adopted by a committee. Asking

Ss what they believed clerks should be paid may be an implied command to

change, of course.

There is a sense in which the responses if the high school students

to this question may be considered a rational one. They apparently did not

know what the real hourly wage of clerks is, and when asked to name a figure,

they may have been forced to rely on the only information they had. Their

salary proposals, then, were based on information and were thus rational.

In a society in which we must rely on information provided by others, rather

than ourselves find out the answer to everything, the necessity to choose

our sources of information carefully becomes apparent. If there is no

apparent reason why we should not believe information presented to us, we

very likely can easily accept wrong facts and wrong interpretations, leading

us inevitably to wrong conclusions and perhaps behavior.

In the situation where Ss did presumably have a more realistic picture

of the world of sales clerks' salaries, the manipulated scale did not have

the effect of leading to higher proposed salaries. Adults appear to have

used their own reference scaled rather than the experimental one. Whether

assimilation and attitude change can be facilitated in this kind of situation

by the procedures which originally were to be tested in the present studies

remains to be investigated.

It appears, then, that individuals who do not already have established

internal reference scales against which to judge new incoming information



are in a particularly defenseless position. Ch' 'dren in school are of

course in this very situation. Their encouragenurt to gather "all" the

facts and to consider the source of their information is clearly important,

even crucial, as is the role of the teacher in fostering such behavior.

In terms of offering methods for inculcating or changing attitudes

of students, teachers, admilistrators and parents, the results offer some

suggestions for topics with which these population2 are unfamiliar. Whether

the experimental findings can so easily be applied in the "real" work.,

of course, remains to be seen. If they are effective, the place for the

edueatsr may be to teach "defensive" techniques against them, however',

rather than using them in his own attempts to change attitudes.
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SUMMARY

Three studies were conducted to investigate a hypothesis derived from

adaptation -level theory (Nelson, 1964) and the social judgment formulatice

of Sherif and Hovlaad (1961) that changing the scale against which Ss judge

an attitudinal position could change Ss' own attitude as well.

Procedures. Two procedures suggested by the contrast and assimilation

phenomena for facilitating attitude change were investigated: (1) enhance

the assimilati-)n effect by presenting a series of persuasive communications

starting with an attitudinal position similar to one's own and moving

gradually toward a highly discrepant position; and (2) increase the like-

lihood of assimilation of a moderately discrepant attitudinal posii;ion by

presenting it in contrast to an even more discrepant position. The topic

chosen for manipulation was a proposed salary increase for sales clerks.

Selection of this topic provided an objective scale to be used. was

chosen primarily because Ss, students at a local high school, were relatively

unfamiliar with salaries now paid clerks, and thus varying scales of present

and top advocated salary could be established for Ss, allowing experimental

manipulation of discrepancy.

Messages were prepared as news stories reporting meetings between

representatives of sales clerks and ranagement from department stores to

establish salary guidelines to be used by those stores. Each message re-

ported that a somewhat higher average salary had been discussed than at

the previouF meeting. In Study I, half the Ss read the four series messages,

while the other half read only the final, most extreme, message to check on

Ss' perception of the size of the salary increase. In Study II, two of the

four messages were used, one arguing for a moderate position, the other for

an extreme position.

A third study also was conducted. A partial replication of Study I,

it was done with adult subjects, rather than high school students, to in-

vestigate questions raised by Study I.

Results. Strong support was found in Studies I and II for the hypothesis

that changing the scale against which Ss judge an attitudinal position changes



Ss' own attitude as well. This f4nding could not be attributed to the

procedures suggested by contrast and assimilation phenomena, however, be-

cause a necessary condition to test these procedures was not established

Ss who read only the most extreme message did not contrast it more

than Add Ss who read L series (Study I) or two (Study II) messages. In

Study III, in which adults participated, there was no indication that

changing the scale against which Ss judged an attitudinal position changed

their own attitudes as well. The findings were discussed in terms of the

differential degre of knowlege of the attitudinal topic used, and the

possible consequent use of internal rather than external reference scales

against which to judge information presented to Ss.

Discussion. The implications of the findings were examined in refer-

ence to the perspective theory of Upshaw (1962, 1965), and further re-

search areas were underlined. The significance of the findings for edu-

cation then were discussed.
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APPENDIX A

On the following pages are the instructions and the four basic messages
which were used in Study I and III, and which include the messages used in
Study II. The salary figures have been left blank in the messages presented
here. The table below shows which figures appeared in the messages for
each study.

Study I

ri3SSAGE

1

CONDITION 4/Low Av. High Pro osed

_

Proposed
I

! Proposed sePropod
a $2.25 2.50 3.00 3.75 4.95 6.15 7.35

b 1.75 2.50 3.50
II 1, IT

c 3.00 3.25 3.75 it it 11 II

d 2.50 3.25 4.25 I? It

Messages 2-4, when reinstating present average salary and range of course
used the same figures as in Message 1.

Conditions 4a-4d read only Message 4, which gave the present average
salary and range (corresponding to the seriesi.e., a = 4a, b = 4b, etc.)
and the proposed salary.

Study II

MESSAGE

1 2

CONDITION Low Av. High Proposed Proposed

A 2.25 2.50 3.00 7.35 6.15

B 11 It 11
6.15 7.35

C - - - 6.15 6.15

D - - - 7.35 7.35

Study III

The messages used were the same as those in Study I, but only conditions
b, d, 413, and 4d were run.



American Institutes for Research

Palo Alto

For several years we have been investigating whether messages which have

appeared in newsropers and other publications are read and understood by

readers, and viaat factors cormibute to greater understanding of the news.

The purpose of such research iv to try to make news of important events more

accessible to the public--to M, y it more interesting, easier to understand,

and more likely to be remembered.

One of the things we're studying now is the public's jugment of news

stories and the information in them. We want to know what readers think about

how a story is written, the way the facts are presented, and so forth.

We have selected a number of newspaper articles which have appeared in

papers across the United States in the past few months, and we are asking many

different people to read these articles and answer some questions about them.

Today, we would like you to read several news stories and give us your reac-
tions to them.

Not all of you will be reading the exact same messages--we can get reac-

tions to more stories in this way. Some of you will read from one to four
related stories, others will read articles on another topic. Since we want

your own personal reactions to the articles, please read them carefully. When

you are answering the questions, please don't go back to reread information,

and do not go on to the next page until you finish one page and are ready to
go on to the next.

Your responses are anonymous, so please give these materials and your
answers careful consideration. If you finish before others do in the class,
just sit quietly until everyone has finished.



Chicago, Ill. (Nov. 3)--Representatives for retail sales clerks in
major department stores in the metropolitan Chicago area met with management
officials today to begin discussions designed to achieve wage scales to be
used as guidelines in salary discussions with employees.

John Cf, bates, spokesman for the committee and a retired personnel
manager from one of the department stores, said discussions at this first
mettng centered on a figure of as the average hourly wage. This
would be a email Increase from the present average of an hour. Bates
said salaries in the Chicago area range from about an hour to about

for clerks with much experience and responsible positions. These
figures are not paid entirely in cash, but include the value of certain
fringe benefit3 such as health insurance, paid vacations, discounts on
merchandise, et,.

In the past, serarste salary scales have been established by each
retail store. Both employers and employes feel that the prLaent discus-
sions are a major step toward a more equitable method for dealing with
wages, Bates said. Both management and employees are free to propose
salary ranges they feel justifiea by the cost of living, the type of work
involved, and the skills required of employees. The uommitteu then will
study the proposals and attempt to estpblish a consensus, which would
serve as the salary guideline for all participating stores.

(Message 1, study I, II, III)



Chicago, Ill. (Nov. 10)--Discussions between representatives of
retail sales clerks in Chicago area department stores and management
spokesmen to establish a basic wage scale for clerks continued today.
The committee of employee-employer representatives hopes to come to an
agreement on salaries which will serve as a guideline for all area retail
stores.

John C. Bates, a retired personnel mnn who has been appointed spokes-
man for the committee, said a moderate raise to a ; average hourly wage
was proposed by committee members today. The present salary averages atout

an hour, with a beginning rate of about and a top of about
Bates said no salary ranges were discussed in the committee meeting.

Bates said both employer and employee representatives were agreed on
the need to recoInize the contribution clerks make to the success of a
retail business. "Courteous, efficient service from behind the counter
or on the sales floor does much to satisfy customers and to build a sto',e's
good reputation," Bates said.

(Message 2, Study T and III)



Chicago, 111. (Nov. 17)--John C. Bates, spokesman for a committee of

retail sales clerks and of management in large Chicago area department

stores, said today that the committee will not meet next week because of

the Thanksgiving holiday. Employer-employee representatives have been

meeting for the past two weeks to discuss a possible wage scale for
retail sales clerks in the Chicago area.

Committee members today discussed a proposal for a salary increase

to an average hourly wage of , an increase over the present average

of an hour. Bates explained that these figures don't necessarily
represent the actual salary paid, but also include the value of such

fringe benefits as paid holidays and vacations, group health insurance,

etc.

The committee of clerks and management representatives was established

early this month after both employees and employers agreed that a salary

guideline for all department stores in the area would benefit both the

stores and the workers.

(Message 3, Study I and III)



Chicago, Ill. (Nov. 30)--A committee of retail sales clerks and
management from Chicago area department stores conlluded its discussions
today, going back to the individual stores with a proposal that wages
for ales clerks be raised to an average of an hour.

John C. Bates, spokesman for the committee, said the clerks and the
management representatives will now discuss thiF proposal with employees
and employers at their hore stores. The committee will meet again in
several weeks to hear the outcome of these talks.

The purpose of the committee's maetings has been to establish wage
scales for retail cleAs to be used as guidelines by retail stores in the
area. At present, salar!es are established by each individual store.
Bates estimated that the present average hourly wage is about , with
a range from about an kour to about an hour at the top of the
pay scale. .representatives of both tha clerks and of management met in a
series of meetings to try to achieve agreement among the committee members
on a salary guideline. The next step is to sound out the groups which the
committee represented, before a final guideline scale to be used by partic-
ipating stores is set up.

The wage figures don't necessarily represent the actual salary paid,
Bates explained, but also include the value of such fringe benefits as
paid holidays and vacations, group health insurance, discounts on merchal-
dise, etc. Bates said both employer and employee representatives are
aware of the importance of courteous and efficient service by sales people
in satisfying customers and building a store's good reputation. Estab-
lishing a wage guideline for clerks would be a way of inviting qualified
persons to apply for sales work.

The raise to an average of an hour was agreed upon after factors
such as cost of living and wages paid workers in comparable lines of
employment were considered, Dates said. He made no prediction about how
individual store employees or managers would react.

(Message 4, Study I and III)

'(Message 2, Study II)



APPENDIX B

Subjects in all conditions in all studies responded to the same
questionnaire after reading all messages. The salary figures included
in questions 1, 3, and 4 are left blank here, but of course figures
appropriate to each condition were presented in the actual test
situation.



INSTRUCTIONS

Son questions about the story or stories which you have read follow.
Notice that some of the "questions" are in the form of a statement. Under-
neath each statement is a line with 15 spaces in it. You are to read the
statement, and then place a check mark on the line in the space which
indicates how you feel about that statement. For example:

At the present time in the U. S., life expectancy is greater for
people living in rural areas than for those in urban areas.. .

definitely mildly neutral or mildly definitely
disagree disagree don't know agree agree

Notice that the scale has five main categories (definitely disagree,
mildly disagree, etc.) and that each of these categories has three divisions- -
that is, there are 15 rating positions in all. You indicate haw much you
agree or disagree with the statement by marking an "X" in whichever of
these 15 divisions best shows your opinion about the statement.

Please read the statements carefully, so you are sure you are indi-
cating how you feel about the statements below at this time.



1. The suggested raise from the present average hourly wage of to

seems to me to be:

no increase a very small a moderate
at all increase increase

. INNOINNIIIMMIMOR

a rather large a very large
increase increase

2. What average hourly wage do you feel should be used by employers as
a basic salary guideline?

3. As a reader, I feel that the proposed average hourly salary increase
to is:

definitely not quite about right a little too definitely
not enough enough much too much

4, As a reader, I feel that the present average hourly salary of is:

.-S
definitely not quite about right a little too definitely
not enough enough much too much



Below are a list of adjettives and a line with T spaces for you to

check to indicate how you feel about the stories or subjects you've read

about. Place your "X" in the one space which best describes how you feel

about the stories or subjects. For example:

0it 4o A

pc),
.A1 NO. N.3 0.)u

21,.01 '4), 3ca e
4.t .0>e vo N.t6 4> Aeil

IS .$

good X bad

If you feel the stories were "good", you would place an "X" in the space

next to the word good, as shown above. If you felt the stories were
"somewhat good" you would Place an °X" in the next space--the second space

from the word "good " -"and so on. Use the middle space to indicate neutral

or don't know.

The news stories (or story, if you just read one) that I have read are:

well written .. . . : badly written.

interesting . . . uninteresting

unbelievable . . . . . believable...
factual . . . : not factual

poorly organized . . . . : well organized

Sales clerks are:

valuable worthless
113101MMINNII .1=11 MUM .11IMINNIM11

bad good
IIMMIN.womentow

interesting uninteresting

The kind of meetings reported are:

worthless

necessary

OINNIIMIIIIIIMISMONNID ON

valuable

unnecessary



Have you ever worked as a sales clerk? No

Yes

Do you think you might work as a sales clerk in the future?

No

Yes -* Full -time?

Part-time?


